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n. The second division is known as ^er-chin1, corresponding to the Prajna-p&ramita and in tlie estimation of the Tibetans to the Abhidharma. It is said to have been first collected by K&syapa and to represent the teaching delivered by the Buddha in Ms fifty-first year. This section appears to contain nothing but versions, longer or shorter, of the Prajna-pteunitft, the limit of concentration being reached by a text in which the Buddha explains that the whole of this teaching is comprised in the letter A. As in China and Japan, the Vajrac-chedika (rDo-rJe-gCod-pa) is very popular and has been printed in many editions.
III.   The third division is called Phal-chen, equivalent to Avatamsaka. Beckh treats it as one work in six volumes without subdivisions.   Feer gives forty-five subdivisions, some of which appear as separate treatises in the section of the Chinese Tripitaka called Hua Yen2.
IV.   The fourth division called dKon-brtsegs or Ratnakuta agrees closely with the similar section of the Chinese Tripitaka but consists of only forty-eight or forty-five sutras, according to the edition3.
V.   The fifth section is called mDo, equivalent to Sutra. In its narrower sense mDo means sutras which are miscellaneous in so far as they do not fall into special classes,'but it also comprises such important works as the Lalita-vistara, Lankavatara and Saddharma-pundarika. Of the 270 works contained in this section about 90 are prima facie identical with works in the Ching division of the Chinese Tripitaka and probably the identity of many others is obscured by slight changes of title. An interesting point in the mDo is that it contains several sutras translated from the Pali4, viz. Nos. 13-25 of vol. xxx,
1 Strictly Ser-phyin.
8 Waddell in Asiatic Quarterly, 1912. <xxrv. p. 98, renders the title as Vata sangha, which probably represents Avatamsaka. Sarat Chandra Das, sub voce, says Phal-ehen-sde-pa =Mahasanghika,
8 The statements of Nanjio as to "deest in Tibetan'* are not quite accurate as regards the edition in 108 volumes. Compare his catalogue with Beckh's.
4 This statement made by such scholars as Feer (Anal, du Kanjour, p. 288) and Rockhill (Uddna, p. x) is of great weight, but I have not found in their works any quotation from the Tibetan translation saying that the original language was not Sanskrit and the titles given by Feer are in Sanskrit not in Pali. I presume it is not meant that the Tibetan text is a translation from a Sanskrit text which corresponds with the P*li test known to us. In Beckh's catalogue of the edition in